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REPORT 

of  the 

PENNSYLVANIA  ALCOHOL  PERMIT  BOARD 

together  with 

LAW  ENFORCEMENT  ACTIVITIES 
1927  — 1928 


PART  I 

ALCOHOL  PERMIT  BOARD 
POWERS  AND  DUTIES 

The  Pennsylvania  Alcohol  Permit  Board  was  created  in  the  De- 
partment of  Welfare  by  the  Act  of  the  General  Assembly  approved 
February  19,  1926,  P.  L.  16.  It  is  composed  of  the  Secretary  of 
Welfare,  the  Secretary  of  Health  and  the  Attorney  General.  The 
legal  work  is  conducted  by  two  Special  Deputy  Attorneys  General. 

The  Board  is  vested  with  the  regulation  of  the  manufacture, 
storage,  sale  at  wholesale  and  transportation  of  alcohol  and  alcoholic 
liquids  with  authority  to  issue  permits  therefor  and  in  proper  cases 
revoke  the  same.  Rules  and  regulations  have  been  adopted  under  the 
authority  of  the  Act  to  carry  into  effect  this  supervision  and  admin- 
ister its  business.  Under  the  implied  authority  of  the  Act  and  the 
Rules  and  Regulations  promulgated  thereunder,  subsequently  sus- 
tained by  judicial  decision,  *the  Board  has  included  beer,  whiskey, 
and  wine  in  its  regulations. 

UNITY  OF  ENFORCEMENT  ACTION 

One  of  the  first  actions  of  the  Board  as  now  constituted  was  to 
secure  the  cooperation  of  the  Federal  Prohibition  authorities  and 
the  Pennsylvania  State  Police.  As  a result,  a plan  of  united  action 
was  formulated  that  has  made  available  the  entire  Federal  Prohibi- 
tion force  and  the  State  Police  in  enforcing  the  State  Prohibition 
laws  and  the  Rules  and  Regulations  of  the  Board.  This  plan  of  coop- 
eration which  is  now  in  effect  is  as  follows : 

1.  Applications  for  Federal  Permits  are  referred  to  the  Board, 

and  applications  for  State  Permits  are  referred  to  Federal 
authorities  for  past  record. 

2.  Violations  by  permittees  are  reported  to  each  other. 

3.  Violators  are  prosecuted  under  State  and  Federal  laws. 

4.  All  records,  reports,  witnesses  and  assistance  are  provided 

by  each  to  the  other  in  bringing  actions  to  a successful 
and  prompt  termination. 

*Premier  Cereal  & Beverage  Co.  vs.  Penna.  Alcohol  Permit  Board  292  Pa.  127. 
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PERMITS 


During  the  years  1927  and  1928  the  following  permits  have  been 
issued  by  the  Board,  a marked  decrease  being  shown  for  the  year 
1928: 


Classification 

1927 

1928 

A — Industrial  Alcohol  Plant — - 

7 

7 

B — Bonded  Warehouse — 

13 

12 

C — Denaturing  Plant — 

10 

8 

D — Bonded  Dealer  in  Pure  or  Ethyl  Alcohol — 

5 

4 

E — Bonded  Dealer  in  Specially  Denatured  Alcohol— 

- 13 

9 

F — Wholesale  Dealer  in  Completely  Denatured 
Alcohol — - 

42 

21 

G — Brewer  or  manufacturer  of  Cereal  Beverage — 

63 

46 

H — Bailee  for  Hire 

11 

8 

I — Transporter  for  Hire — 

12 

8 

J — Wholesale  Dealer  in  Alcoholic  Liquid  for  Medicinal, 

Sacramental  and  Non-Beverage  Purposes — - 15 

6 

Total 

191 

129 

SUPERVISION  OF  PERMITTEES’  ACTIVITIES 

In  addition  to  compliance  with  the  requirements  of  the  Act  and 
the  Rules  and  Regulations  of  the  Board,  every  applicant  for  a State 
permit  is  subjected  to  a careful  investigation  by  representatives  of 
the  Board,  State  Police  and  Federal  Prohibition  authorities,  before 
a permit  is  granted. 

The  Board  exercises  supervision  of  the  activities  of  all  per- 
mittees by  means  of  frequent  inspections  either  by  day  or  night,  and 
by  requiring  monthly  reports  upon  forms  prepared  by  the  Board, 
showing  in  detail  the  amount  of  alcohol  manufactured,  disposed  of, 
and  on  hand.  These  reports  are  examined  and  checked  by  the  Auditor 
for  the  Board. 

The  prosecution  of  offenders  under  the  Alcohol  Permit  Act  under 
direction  of  the  Board  has  been  fourfold  as  follows : 

1.  Proceedings  to  revoke  permit. 

2.  Forfeiture  and  collection  of  amount  of  bond. 

3.  Criminal  proceedings  where  practical. 

4.  Injunction  proceedings  to  padlock  premises  where  violation 

occurred. 

These  proceedings  have  been  instituted  immediately  after  the 
violation  occurred  and  brought  to  a prompt  conclusion. 
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REVOCATION  PROCEEDINGS,  1927 


During  tlie  year  1927,  eleven  revocation  proceedings  were 
brought  by  the  Board,  resulting  in  the  revocation  of  six  permits. 
In  five  cases  the  proceedings  were  dismissed.  A detailed  report  of 
the  proceedings  where  the  permit  was  revoked  follows : 

Deppen  Manufacturing  Company,  located  at  Reading,  holder  of 
a permit  to  operate  a brewery  or  cereal  beverage  plant,  was  cited  on 
April  21,  1927,  on  reports  of  Federal  Prohibition  agents,  for  manu- 
facturing and  having  on  its  premises  in  a truck  ready  for  delivery 
on  March  23,  1927,  beer  containing  in  excess  of  one-half  of  one  per- 
cent of  alcohol  by  volume.  On  July  6,  1927,  after  hearings  were 
held,  the  Board  revoked  the  permit  and  forfeited  the  bond  in  the 
amount  of  Ten  Thousand  Dollars. 

An  appeal  from  this  decision  was  filed  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  of  Berks  County  and  on  January  21,  1928,  was  dismissed  by  an 
opinion  by  President  Judge  Paul  N.  Schaeffer. 

An  appeal  was  then  taken  to  the  Supreme  Court  but  subsequently 
withdrawn  and  the  amount  of  the  bond  paid  to  the  Commonwealth  of 
Pennsylvania.  Injunction  proceedings  were  also  brought  and  the 
brewery  premises  padlocked.  (See  Pai't  II). 

Bushkill  Products  Company,  located  at  Easton,  holder  of  a per- 
mit to  operate  a brewery  or  cereal  beverage  plant,  was  cited  on  June 
6,  1927,  on  report  of  Federal  Prohibition  agents  for  the  manufacture 
and  transportation  on  April  23,  1927,  of  beer  containing  in  excess  of 
one-lialf  of  one  percent  of  alcohol  by  volume.  On  September  27, 
1927,  after  hearings  were  held,  the  Board  revoked  the  permit  and 
forfeited  the  bond  in  the  amount  of  Ten  Thousand  Dollars. 

An  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Board  was  filed  in  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  of  Northampton  County,  and  Judge  Robert  A. 
Stotz  sustained  the  appeal  and  reversed  the  Board,  holding  that  the 
appeal  to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Act  of  the  General  Assembly  of  February  19,  1926,  P.L.  16,  was  to  be 
hearing  de  novo  and  under  the  facts  as  presented  the  Court  found 
that  the  said  heer  found  on  the  truck  on  the  brewery  premises  was 
not  manufactured  or  possessed  by  the  Bushkill  Products  Company 
and  was  brought  into  the  brewery  by  a truck  driver  who  was  calling 
for  near  beer. 

An  appeal  from  this  decision  was  filed  to  the  Supreme  Court  and 
the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  sustained. 

The  Foch  Cereal  Company,  located  at  Philadelphia,  holder  of  a 
permit  to  operate  a brewery  or  cereal  beverage  plant,  was  cited  on 
June  10,  1927,  on  report  of  Federal  Prohibition  agents  for  the  man- 
ufacture, transportation  and  having  on  its  premises  in  kegs,  beer 
containing  in  excess  of  one-half  of  one  percent  of  alcohol  by  volume. 
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The  Federal  agents  at  the  hearing  testified  that  on  May  14,  1927, 
at  3 :50  A.M.  this  brewery  was  entered  and  its  employees  found  in 
the  Act  of  filling  barrels  with  high-powered  beer,  and  there  was 
found  on  a truck  on  the  premises  sixty-one  half-barrels  containing 
high-powered  beer.  After  hearings  the  Board  revoked  the  permit  on 
July  26,  1927,  and  ordered  the  Ten  Thousand  Dollar  bond  forfeited. 

An  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Board  filed  in  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  No.  5 of  Philadelphia  County,  was  dismissed  and  the 
action  of  the  Board  sustained. 

Injunction  proceedings  were  also  brought  by  the  Attorney  Gen- 
eral to  padlock  the  premises  and  to  destroy  the  beer  and  cooperage 
on  the  premises.  (See  Part  II). 

The  Home  Beverage  Company,  located  at  Braddock,  holder  of  a 
permit  to  operate  a brewery  or  cereal  beverage  plant,  was  cited  on 
June  10,  1927,  on  report  of  Federal  Prohibition  agents  for  the  manu- 
facture and  possession  on  its  premises  of  beer  containing  in  excess  of 
one-half  of  one  percent  of  alcohol  by  volume.  When  Federal  agents 
obtained  access  to  these  premises,  employees  were  discovered  in  the 
act  of  placing  sixty-two  half-barrels  of  high-powered  beer  upon  the 
loading  platform.  The  brewmaster  admitted  the  violation.  After  hear- 
ing, the  Board  revoked  the  permit  on  July  6,  1927,  and  ordered  the 
Ten  Thousand  Dollar  bond  forfeited. 

An  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Board  filed  in  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  of  Allegheny  County  was  dismissed  on  February 
15,  1929,  and  the  action  of  the  Board  sustained. 

The  E.  & S.  Motor  Transportation  Company,  located  at  Phila- 
delphia, holder  of  a permit  to  transport  alcohol  and  alcoholic  liquid 
restricted  to  denatured  alcohol,  being  without  a Federal  permit  to 
transport  pure  alcohol,  was  cited  on  November  7,  1927,  on  report 
of  police  of  Upper  Darby  Township,  Delaware  County,  and  Federal 
Prohibition  agents  for  illegal  transportation  of  two  hundred  forty- 
three  three-gallon  cans  of  pure  alcohol.  The  truck  was  stopped  for 
traffic  violation  and  upon  inspection  the  illegal  shipment  was  discov- 
ered. The  driver,  an  employee  of  the  permittee,  was  arrested  and 
plead  guilty  in  the  United  States  District  Court  for  Eastern  Pennsyl- 
vania to  the  charge  of  transporting  alcohol  for  beverage  purposes, 
and  was  fined.  After  hearings  were  held,  the  Board  revoked  the  per- 
mit on  January  24,  1928,  and  ordered  the  Ten  Thousand  Dollar  bond 
forfeited. 

An  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Board  filed  in  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  No.  1 of  Philadelphia  County,  was  dismissed  and  the 
action  of  the  Board  sustained  by  an  opinion  of  Judge  Joseph  Kun. 

An  appeal  from  this  decision  was  filed  in  the  Supreme  Court 
and  the  decision  of  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  No.  1 of  Philadelphia 
County  sustaining  the  revocation  of  the  permit,  was  affirmed.  (See 
Appeals,  Part  1). 
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Philadelphia  Sacramental  Winery,  located  in  Philadelphia,  holder 
of  a permit  as  a wholesale  dealer  in  alcoholic  liquid  for  medicinal, 
sacramental  and  non-beverage  purposes,  was  cited  on  November  9, 
1927,  for  failure  to  make  proper  reports  and  for  a shortage  of  wine  on 
hand.  On  February  15,  1928,  after  a hearing,  the  Board  revoked  the 
permit  and  ordered  the  bond  in  the  amount  of  Ten  Thousand  Dollars 
forfeited. 

REVOCATIONS  1928 

During  the  year  1928,  fifteen  revocation  proceedings  were  brought 
by  the  Board,  resulting  in  the  revocation  of  eleven  permits.  In  four 
cases  the  proceedings  were  dismissed,  in  three  of  which  the  Board 
refused  to  renew  the  permits  for  1929.  A detailed  report  of  the 
proceedings  where  the  permit  was  revoked  follows : 

Bethlehem  Beverage  and  Cold  Storage  Company,  located  at  Beth- 
lehem, holder  of  a permit  to  operate  a brewery  or  cereal  beverage 
plant,  was  cited  on  April  4,  1928,  on  report  of  Federal  Prohibition 
agents  for  the  manufacture  and  transportation  on  March  22,  1928,  of 
beer  containing  in  excess  of  one-half  of  one  percent  of  alcohol  by 
volume.  On  October  30,  1928,  after  hearing,  the  Board  revoked  the 
permit  and  forfeited  the  bond  in  the  amount  of  Ten  Thousand  Dollars. 

An  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Board  was  filed  in  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  of  Northampton  County  and  Judge  Robert  A.  Stotz 
sustained  the  appeal  and  reversed  the  Board,  holding  that  the  appeal 
to  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  under  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of 
The  General  Assembly  of  February  19,  1926,  P.  L.  16,  was  to  be 
heai’ing  de  novo  and  under  the  facts  as  presented  the  Court  found  that 
the  said  beer  found  on  the  truck  on  the  brewery  premises  was  not 
manufactured  or  possessed  by  the  Bethlehem  Beverage  and  Cold 
Storage  Company  and  was  brought  into  the  brewery  by  a truck  driver 
who  was  calling  for  near  beer. 

The  Superior  Beverage  Company,  located  at  Lancaster,  holder 
of  a permit  to  operate  a brewery  or  cereal  beverage  plant,  was  cited 
on  June  26,  1928,  on  report  of  Federal  Prohibition  agents  for  the 
manufacture  and  transportation  of  beer  containing  in  excess  of  one- 
half  of  one  percent  of  alcohol  by  volume.  The  Federal  agents  forced 
an  entry  into  the  brewery  on  June  5,  1928,  at  1:15  A.M.,  and  found 
the  plant  in  full  operation.  Kegs  containing  high-powered  beer  were 
found  in  the  boiler  room,  in  the  engine  room,  in  the  racking  machine, 
and  on  the  racking  room  floor,  and  fifty-three  half-barrels  were  found 
loaded  on  a truck  in  the  garage.  After  hearing,  the  Board  revoked 
the  permit  on  July  10,  1928,  and  ordered  the  Ten  Thousand  Dollar 
bond  forfeited. 

An  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Board  filed  in  the  Court  of 
Common  Pleas  of  Lancaster  County  is  now  pending. 
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Penn  Distributing  Company,  located  in  Philadelphia,  holder  of 
a permit  as  wholesale  dealer  in  completely  denatured  alcohol,  was  cited 
on  June  26,  1928  for  illegal  diversion  of  alcohol.  On  August  21, 
1928,  after  a hearing,  the  Board  revoked  the  permit  and  ordered  the 
bond  in  the  amount  of  Ten  Thousand  Dollars  forfeited. 

An  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Board  was  filed  in  the  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  No.  3 of  Philadelphia  County  and  awaits  argument 
and  decision. 

The  Quaker  Industrial  Alcohol  Company,  located  at  Philadelphia, 
holder  of  a permit  to  operate  an  industrial  alcohol  plant,  a bonded 
warehouse,  and  a denaturing  plant,  was  cited  on  June  26,  1928,  on 
report  of  Federal  Prohibition  agents,  for  illegal  manufacture  and 
diversion  of  alcohol.  On  the  evidence  submitted  in  the  Federal  cases, 
the  Board  ordered  the  bonds  in  the  amount  of  Thirty  Thousand 
Dollars,  forfeited  for  the  said  violations,  no  revocation  of  the  permits 
being  ordered  as  they  had  expired  and  no  renewal  thereof  had  been 
made. 

The  Delaware  Beverage  Company,  located  in  Easton,  holder  of 
a permit  to  operate  a brewery  or  cereal  beverage  plant,  was  cited  on 
September  5,  1928,  on  report  of  Federal  Prohibition  agents  and  Penn- 
sylvania State  Police  for  manufacture  and  transportation  of  beer 
containing  in  excess  of  one-half  of  one  percent  of  alcohol  by  volume. 
The  State  Police  testified  to  a violation  during  the  early  morning  of 
October  9,  1928,  at  which  time  they  entered  the  brewery  premises  after 
observing  a truck  coming  from  the  vicinity  of  the  brewery.  Upon 
entering  they  found  seven  one-half  barrels  of  beer  on  the  loading 
platform  and  after  great  difficulty  broke  into  the  racking  room  where 
they  heard  and  saw  persons  at  work  dumping  beer  from  kegs.  Here 
they  found  a number  of  kegs  from  which  the  beer  had  been  dumped. 
Two  of  the  kegs  still  contained  a quantity  of  beer,  samples  of  which 
were  taken,  together  with  samples  from  the  kegs  on  the  loading  plat- 
form and  in  the  racking  room,  which  showed  an  alcoholic  content  of 
over  four  percent  by  volume.  The  permittee  made  no  defense  and  on 
October  16,  1928,  the  Board  revoked  the  permit  and  ordered  the  Ten 
Thousand  Dollar  Bond  forfeited. 

Injunction  proceedings  to  padlock  the  premises  and  destroy  the 
beer  were  filed  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  of  Northampton  County. 
(See  Part  II). 

The  Monongahela  Beverage  Company,  located  at  Monongahela, 
holder  of  a permit  to  operate  a brewery  or  cereal  beverage  plant,  was 
cited  on  September  6,  1928,  on  report  of  Federal  Prohibition  agents 
who  testified  that  on  July  20,  1928,  about  4:  00  A.M.  employees  of  the 
permittee  were  discovered  in  the  act  of  withdrawing  high-powered 
beer  from  a vat  into  barrels  by  means  of  a hose  extending  from  the 
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vat  to  the  barrels  at  the  rear  of  the  building  at  which  point  a truck 
was  backed  up  and  being  loaded  with  the  barrels  as  they  were  filled. 
A portable  racker  was  in  use  and  confiscated  by  the  agents.  On  No- 
vember 20,  1928,  after  hearing,  the  Board  revoked  the  permit  and 
ordered  the  Ten  Thousand  Dollar  bond  forfeited. 

An  appeal  has  been  filed  from  the  decision  of  the  Board  in  the 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  of  Washington  County  and  is  now  pending. 

In  addition,  a Bill  in  Equity  lias  been  filed  against  the  permittee 
to  have  the  premises  padlocked. 

The  Malt  Beverage  Company,  located  at  Wilkes-Barre,  holder 
of  a permit  to  operate  a brewery  or  cereal  beverage  plant,  was  cited 
on  October  16,  1928,  on  report  of  Federal  Prohibition  agents  for 
the  manufacture,  possession  and  transportation  of  beer  containing  in 
excess  of  one-half  of  one  percent  of  alcohol  by  volume.  Federal 
Prohibition  agents  testified  that  they  entered  the  brewery  premises  in 
the  middle  of  the  night  and  found  the  brewery  in  full  operation  with 
a truck  on  the  premises  partly  loaded  with  half-barrels  and  also  barrels 
on  the  loading  platform,  in  the  racking  room,  and  in  the  racking 
machine  being  filled,  all  of  which  contained  beer  having  an  alcoholic 
content  of  approximately  four  percent.  There  was  no  defense  and  on 
October  30,  1928,  the  Board  revoked  the  permit  and  ordered  the  Ten 
Thousand  Dollar  bond  forfeited. 

The  J.  & A.  Moeschlin  Company,  located  at  Sunbury,  holder  of  a 
permit  to  operate  a brewery  or  cereal  beverage  plant,  was  cited  on 
October  16,  1928,  on  report  of  the  Pennsylvania  State  Police  who 
testified  that  they  entered  the  brewery  on  September  10,  1928,  and 
found  approximately  twenty  half-barrels  of  beer  on  the  racking  room 
floor.  Five  samples  taken  at  random  on  analysis  showed  an  alcoholic 
content  of  approximately  four  percent  of  alcohol  by  volume.  Witness- 
es for  the  permittee  testified  that  eight  half -barrels  containing  ‘ ‘ infect- 
ed” beer  unfit  for  beverage  purposes,  were  mingled  with  the  other 
half -barrels  in  the  racking  room  which  contained  near  beer,  and  that 
the  beer  containing  in  excess  of  one-half  of  one  percent  Avas  taken 
from  the  kegs  containing  “infected”  beer.  After  hearing  the  Board 
revoked  the  permit  on  March  26,  1929,  and  ordered  the  Ten  Thousand 
Dollar  bond  forfeited. 

The  Woodside  Manufacturing  Company,  located  at  Freeland, 
holder  of  a permit  to  operate  a brewery  or  cereal  beverage  plant,  was 
cited  on  October  16,  1928,  on  report  of  Federal  Prohibition  agents 
for  the  manufacture  and  illegal  diversion  of  beer  containing  in  excess 
of  one-half  of  one  percent  of  alcohol  by  volume.  The  Federal  agents 
testified  that  on  July  5,  1928,  they  entered  the  bottling  plant  formeidy 
connected  with  the  brewery  operated  by  the  permittee,  and  found 
sixty-eight  half-barrels  and  four  full  barrels  of  beer  containing  over 


ll 


three  percent  of  alcohol  by  volume,  together  with  a portable  racking 
machine  connected  by  a pipe  line  to  the  brewery  premises.  On  March 
26,  1929,  after  hearing,  the  Board  revoked  the  permit  and  ordered 
the  Ten  Thousand  Dollar  bond  forfeited. 

The  Rettig  Beverage  Company,  located  in  Pottsville,  holder  of  a 
permit  to  operate  a brewery  or  cereal  beverage  plant,  was  cited  on 
December  3,  1928,  on  report  of  Federal  Prohibition  agents  who  testified 
that  during  the  night  of  November  8,  1929,  they  entered  the  brewery 
and  found  high-powered  beer  in  barrels  and  on  trucks  for  delivery. 
On  December  18,  1928,  after  hearing,  the  Board  revoked  the  permit 
and  ordered  the  Ten  Thousand  Dollar  bond  forfeited. 

The  Pittston  Beverage  Company,  located  in  Pittston,  holder  of 
a permit  to  operate  a brewery  or  cereal  beverage  plant,  was  cited  on 
December  6,  1928,  on  report  of  Federal  Prohibition  agents  for  the 
manufacture  and  having  on  its  premises  in  barrels  on  November  3, 
1928,  beer  containing  in  excess  of  one-half  of  one  percent  of  alcohol 
by  volume.  The  Federal  agents  testified  at  the  hearing  that  they 
forced  their  way  into  the  brewery  about  7 : 45  P.M.  and  found  the  rack- 
ing room  floor  covered  with  beer  and  an  opening  in  the  wall  connected 
with  a garage  where  a truck  was  standing  loaded  with  forty-six  half- 
barrels of  beer  which  tested  over  four  percent  of  alcohol  by  volume. 
On  March  26,  1929,  the  Board  revoked  the  permit  and  ordered  the 
Ten  Thousand  Dollar  bond  forfeited. 


BONDS 

FORFEITURE  AND  COLLECTION  OF  BONDS 

Under  Section  8 of  the  Act  of  February  19,  1926,  P.  L.  16,  every 
application  for  a permit  must  be  accompanied  by  a bond  to  the 
Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania  in  the  penal  sum  of  Ten  Thousand 
Dollars  with  surety  approved  by  the  Board.  The  bond  contains  a 
warrant  of  attorney  and  authority  to  confess  judgment  upon  violation 
of  the  laws  relating  to  intoxicating  liquor.  Upon  revocation  of  a 
permit  for  violation  of  the  prohibition  laws,  proceedings  are  brought 
to  collect  the  amount  of  the  bond.  At  this  time  judgments  in  favor 
of  the  Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania  in  the  total  amount  of  $110,000.- 
00  have  been  entered  against  permittees  whose  permits  have  been 
revoked  for  violations.  The  sum  of  $20,000.00  has  been  collected  upon 
two  of  the  bonds  upon  which  judgments  have  been  entered.  This 
amount  has  been  paid  into  the  State  Treasury.  The  collection  on  the 
remaining  judgments  await  disposition  of  appeals  pending  in  the  sever- 
al courts  where  the  judgments  have  been  entered. 
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JUDGMENTS  ENTERED 


The  following  judgments  have  been  entered : 


Principal  and  Surety  Record  of  Judgment 

County 

Amount 

’Premier  Cereal  & Beverage  Co. 
Maryland  Casualty  Co. 

C.  P.  No.  5 
September  Term,  1926 
No.  8529 

Phila. 

$10,000 

Altoona  Bev.  & Ice  Co. 

U.  S.  Fidelity  & Guaranty  Co. 

C.  P.  74  March  Term, 
1928 

Blair 

10,000 

’Deppen  Manufacturing  Co. 
Mass.  Bonding  & Ins.  Co. 

Berks 

10,000 

Home  Beverage  Co. 
Union  Indemnity  Co. 

C.  P.  (D.S.B.)  No.  3101  An  h 
April  Term,  1929  Allegheny 

10,000 

Foch  Cereal  Co. 

Aetna  Casualty  & Surety  Co. 

C.  P.  No.  5 
March  Term,  1928 
No.  1344 

Phila. 

10,000 

E.  & S.  Motor  Transportation  Co. 
U.  S.  Fidelity  & Guaranty  Co. 

C.  P.  No.  1 
March  Term,  1929 
No.  6146 

Phila. 

10,000 

Phila.  Sacramental  Winery 
Aetna  Casualty  & Surety  Co. 

C.  P.  No. 

March  Term,  1929 
No. 

Phila. 

10,000 

Quaker  Industrial  Alcohol  Corp. 
U.  S.  Fidelity  & Guaranty  Co. 

C.  P.  No.  1 
March  Term,  1929 
No.  6143 

Phila. 

10,000 

Quaker  Industrial  Alcohol  Corp. 
U.  S.  Fidelity  & Guaranty  Co. 

C.  P.  No.  1 
March  Term,  1929 
No.  6144 

Phila. 

10,000 

Quaker  Industrial  Alcohol  Corp. 
U.  S.  Fidelity  & Guaranty  Co. 

C.  P.  No.  1 
March  Term,  1929 
No.  6145 

Phila, 

10,000 

Delaware  Beverage  Co. 

N.  J.  Fidelity  & Plate  Glass 
Ins.  Company. 

C.  P. 

Nov.  Term,  1929 
No.  418 

Northampton 

10,000 

COURT  DECISIONS 


Two  appeals  were  taken  from  the  action  of  the  Board  forfeiting 
bonds  each  in  the  amount  of  Ten  Thousand  Dollars  covering  permits 
which  have  been  revoked.  One  by  the  Deppen  Manufacturing  Com- 
pany, filed  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  of  Berks  County  (20 
Berks  143,  11  D.  & C.  305),  wherein  the  President  Judge  Paul  N. 
Schaeffer  held  that  the  question  of  forfeiture  of  the  bond  was  not 
reviewable  on  an  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Board. 

In  the  other  appeal  brought  by  the  Premier  Cereal  and  Bever- 
age Company  (11  D.  & C.  627)  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  No.  5 of 
Philadelphia  County,  President  Judge  J.  Willis  Martin  held  that  the 
registration  of  the  Federal  permit  was  necessary  in  addition  to  ob- 
taining a,  State  permit  as  provided  by  the  Act  of  February  19,  1926, 
P.  L.  16,  and  upheld  forfeiture  of  the  bond  on  the  revocation  of  a 
State  permit  so  obtained. 

’Judgments  collected. 
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APPEALS  ANI)  DECISIONS 


Immediately  after  the  Board  began  to  function,  proceeding's  were 
brought  to  determine  its  authority  and  jurisdiction.  Appeals  were 
taken  first  to  the  several  Common  Pleas  courts  throughout  the  Common- 
wealth and  from  these  decisions  appeals  were  taken  to  the  Supreme 
Court,  resulting  in  decisions  that  have  interpreted  and  upheld  the  con- 
stitutionality of  the  Act  of  the  General  Assembly  of  March  27,  1923, 
P.  L.  34,  and  its  Supplement  the  Act  of  The  General  Assembly  of  Feb- 
ruary 19,  1926,  P.  L.  16. 

PREMIER  CEREAL  & BEVERAGE  COMPANY 

The  decision  in  the  case  of  Premier  Cereal  and  Beverage  Company 
vs.  Pennsylvania  Alcohol  Permit  Board,  9 D.  & C.  554,  75  Pitts.  L.  J. 
681,  affirmed  in  292  Pa.  127,  was  of  fundamental  importance  in  the  es- 
tablishment of  the  procedure  and  authority  of  the  Board  in  the  admin- 
istration of  the  provisions  of  the  Act  of  February  19,  1926,  P.  L.  16, 
particularly  so  far  as  it  concerned  the  manufacture  of  beer.  The  Act 
was  attacked  as  being  unconstitutional,  defective  in  title,  a denial  of 
trial  by  jury,  and  that  the  Board  was  without  authority  to  include  in 
its  jurisdiction  by  regulation  the  manufacture  and  disposition  of  beer. 
It  was  contended  that  the  General  Assembly  in  defeating  the  brewery 
control  bill  did  not  intend  that  the  Act  should  include  the  regulation 
of  the  manufacture  of  beer.  The  Premier  Cereal  and  Beverage  Com- 
pany conducted  a brewery  in  Philadelphia  and  its  permit  to  manu- 
facture beer  was  revoked  by  the  Board  on  evidence  submitted  by  Fed- 
eral Prohibition  Agents.  An  appeal  was  filed  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  No.  5 of  Philadelphia  County.  In  an  opinion  of  President  Judge 
J.  Willis  Martin  the  appeal  was  dismissed  and  the  action  of  the  Board 
sustained.  An  appeal  was  then  taken  from  this  decision  to  the  Supreme 
Court  of  Pennsylvania  and  on  January  23,  1928,  the  opinion  of  Justice 
Walling  affirmed  the  decision  of  the  lower  court  and  held  the  Act  con- 
stitutional. This  decision  upheld  the  regulation  promulgated  by  the 
Board  requiring  every  manufacturer  of  cereal  beverage  or  beer  in  the 
Commonwealth  of  Pennsylvania  to  obtain  a State  Permit  and  become 
subject  to  the  control  of  the  Board. 

ALTOONA  BEVERAGE  & ICE  COMPANY 

The  same  questions  were  raised  in  the  appeal  of  the  Altoona  Bev- 
erage and  Ice  Company  vs.  Pennsylvania  Alcohol  Permit  Board,  11 
D.  & C.  60.  On  December  22,  1927,  Judge  Thomas  C.  Hare  filed  his 
opinion  sustaining  the  decision  of  the  Board  in  revoking  the  permit  and 
holding  the  Act  constitutional  and  that  the  definition  of  “alcohol  and 
alcoholic  liquids”  gave  the  Board  the  right  to  regulate  the  manufacture 
of  beer  and  that  the  revocation  of  a permit  rested  upon  the  discretion  of 
the  Board. 

The  law  established  in  this  case  was  followed  by  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas  No.  5 of  Philadelphia  County  in  the  appeal  of  the  Foch 
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Cereal  Beverage  Company  and  by  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  of  Al- 
legheny County  in  the  opinion  of  Judge  James  J.  Gray  in  the  appeal 
of  the  Home  Beverage  Company  reported  in  77  Pitts.  L.  J.  160. 

E.  & S.  MOTOR  TRANSPORTATION  COMPANY 

In  the  ease  of  the  E.  & S.  Motor  Transportation  Company  vs.  Penn- 
sylvania Alcohol  Permit  Board,  reported  in  11  D.  & C.  305  and  affirmed 
in  285  Pa.,  394  the  appeal  from  the  decision  of  the  Board  revoking  its 
permit  filed  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  No.  1 of  Philadelphia  Coun- 
ty was  dismissed.  The  Court  held  that  the  Board  has  discretionary  right 
to  revoke  a permit  which  was  reviewable  by  the  Court  only  when  ex- 
ercised arbitrarily.  An  appeal  was  filed  in  the  Supreme  Court  of 
Pennsylvania  and  the  decision  of  the  lower  Court  was  affirmed. 

BUSHKILL  PRODUCTS  COMPANY 
BETHLEHEM  BEVERAGE  & COLD  STORAGE  COMPANY 

In  the  appeals  brought  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  of  North- 
ampton County  by  the  Buslikill  Products  Company  at  Easton  and  the 
Bethlehem  Beverage  and  Cold  Storage  Company  at  Bethlehem,  from 
the  action  of  the  Pennsylvania  Alcohol  Permit  Board  revoking  their 
permits,  the  Court  held  that  there  should  be  a hearing  de  novo  on  the 
appeal.  In  both  cases  the  Court  accepted  the  explanation  of  the  per- 
mittee that  beer  found  in  kegs  on  a truck  located  on  the  premises,  was 
taken  into  the  brewery  and  not  there  manufactured,  and  on  this  finding 
reversed  the  action  of  the  Board  revoking  the  permits.  An  appeal 
was  taken  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania  which  sustained  the 
lower  Court  and  held  that  there  should  be  a hearing  de  novo  on  all 
appeals  from  the  action  of  the  Board. 

DEPPEN  MANUFACTURING  COMPANY 

In  the  case  of  Deppen  Manufacturing  Company,  equity  proceed- 
ings were  instituted  on  May  19,  1927,  to  padlock  a brewery  operated  in 
Reading.  The  brewery  filed  a petition  to  dismiss  the  bill  on  the 
grounds  that  on  May  14,  1927,  injunction  proceedings  were  instituted 
in  the  United  States  District  Court,  that  the  violations  complained  of 
in  both  cases  were  identical  and  that  the  State  Court  was  without 
jurisdiction  to  abate  the  nuisance  inasmuch  as  the  United  States  Dis- 
trict Court  had  first  taken  jurisdiction  and  by  agreement  of  counsel 
had  padlocked  the  premises  for  five  months,  before  the  hearing  in  the 
State  Court.  In  an  opinion  filed  by  President  Judge  Paul  N.  Schaeffer, 
the  petition  of  the  Deppen  Manufacturing  Company  was  dismissed. 
The  Court  held  that  prohibition  enforcement  acts  of  a State  which 
are  not  inconsistent  with  the  Eighteenth  Amendment  and  the  National 
Prohibition  Act  are  not  superseded  and  rendered  nugatory  by  the 
latter  and  both  must  be  given  full  force  and  effect  within  the  territory 
of  the  particular  State.  Each  constitutes  a separate  and  complete 
system  providing  for  its  own  enforcement  for  the  punishment  of  vio- 
lators of  its  own  provisions.  The  penalities  provided  in  both  the  State 
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and  Federal  Laws  may  be  imposed  when  the  acts  committed  constitutes 
a violation  of  both  laws.  The  jurisdiction  of  the  State  is  therefore  not 
ousted  by  the  prior  action  of  the  Federal  Court  for  the  same  offence. 
The  case  then  proceeded  to  final  hearing  and  the  Court  granted  an  order 
padlocking  the  brewery  premises  for  one  year.  This  decision  is  im- 
portant as  authority  for  equity  proceedings  by  both  the  State  and 
Federal  Courts  to  abate  a nuisance  by  padlock  for  the  same  violation. 

FRESNO  GRAPE  PRODUCTS  COMPANY 

A petition  was  filed  by  the  Fresno  Grape  Products  Company  on 
March  19,  1928,  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  No.  4 Philadelphia 
County,  for  a declaratory  judgment  to  permit  it  to  establish  a ware- 
house for  storage  and  selling  wine  within  the  State  of  Pennsylvania 
without  a permit  on  the  ground  that  registration  of  its  Federal  permit 
was  sufficient  compliance  with  the  Act  of  The  General  Assembly  of  Feb- 
ruary 19,  1926.  The  Court  dismissed  the  petition  and  held  that  reg- 
istration of  the  Federal  permit  was  required  in  addition  to  State  permit. 

STENTON  PHARMACY 

The  first  proceeding  to  padlock  a drug  store  in  this  State  for 
liquor  violations  was  brought  on  August  31,  1928  in  the  case  of 
Commontvealth  vs.  Leon  Spillman,  and  Louis  May,  trading  as  Stenton 
Pharmacy.  (11  D.  & C.  359,  76  Pitts.  L.  J.  922,  296  Pa.  106) 

The  Stenton  Pharmacy  was  located  at  the  Southeast  corner  of 
Broad  and  Spruce  Streets  in  Philadelphia.  The  Commonwealth’s 
evidence  was  based  on  testimony  of  Federal  Prohibition  agents  that 
whiskey  and  gin  had  been  openly  and  repeatedly  sold  without  prescrip- 
tion. The  defendants  made  no  attempt  to  deny  the  violations  but  con- 
tended that  the  place  was  conducted  as  a drug  store  and  that  the 
owner  had  no  notice  or  knowledge  that  the  tenants  were  violating  the 
prohibition  laws.  Judge  James  G.  Gordon  Jr.,  in  the  Court  of  Common 
Pleas  No.  2 of  Philadelphia  County,  on  November  15,  1928,  handed 
down  an  opinion  ordering  the  premises  padlocked  for  one  year.  The 
Court  held  that  no  knowledge  was  required  on  the  part  of  the  owners 
of  the  real  estate  and  that  druggists  licensed  by  the  government  to 
dispense  intoxicating  liquor  for  medicinal  purposes  were  charged  with 
a greater  responsibility  than  others  to  comply  with  the  law  and  that 
these  violations  were  such  a betrayal  of  this  trust  as  to  relieve  the 
defendants  of  any  standing  in  equity.  An  appeal  was  taken  to  the 
Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania  and  on  March  18,  1929,  the  lower 
Court  was  sustained  and  the  premises  padlocked. 

APPEALS  PENDING 

Appeals  attacking  the  validity  of  the  bonds  upon  which  judgments 
have  been  entered  for  violations  of  law  are  pending  in  the  Common  Pleas 
Courts  of  Allegheny,  Blair,  Northampton  and  Philadelphia  Counties. 

note  : Acknowledgment  is  made  of  the  invaluable  assistance  rendered  by 

Hon.  Louis  E.  Graham,  Legal  Advisor,  Sixth  Federal  Prohibition  District,  in  the 
preparation  of  Appellate  Court  briefs. 
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PART  II 


LAW  ENFORCEMENT 

The  Act  of  March  27,  1923,  P.L.  34  (known  as  the  Snyder-Arm- 
strong  Act),  and  its  supplement,  the  Act  of  February  19,  1926,  P.L. 
16  (known  as  the  Alcohol  Permit  Act),  re-enact  in  effect  most  of  the 
provisions  of  the  National  Prohibition  Act  as  the  law  of  this  Common- 
wealth. 

The  duty  to  prosecute  for  offenses  under  the  provisions  of  the 
State  prohibition  laws  is  distributed.  The  responsibility  for  criminal 
prosecution  for  offenses  under  these  Acts  rests  with  the  local  district 
attorneys.  The  responsibility  for  civil  proceedings  to  padlock  the 
premises  by  injunction  under  the  nuisance  clauses  of  these  Acts  rests 
equally  upon  the  city  solicitors  of  the  cities,  the  district  attorneys  of  the 
counties,  and  the  Attorney  General  of  the  Commonwealth.  The  re- 
sponsibility to  enforce  the  provisions  of  the  Alcohol  Permit  Act  rests 
with  the  Pennsylvania  Alcohol  Permit  Board. 

Injunction  proceedings  to  abate  liquor  nuisances  have  been 
brought  by  the  Attorney  General  where  conditions  warranted,  when- 
ever requested  by  local  authorities  and  the  Federal  Prohibition  Admin- 
istrators, also  upon  request  of  the  Alcohol  Permit  Board  in  all  eases 
where  places  were  operated  without  permit  or  contrary  to  the  terms 
of  the  permit  issued.  Assistance  has  also  been  given  to  district  attorneys 
throughout  the  Commonwealth  in  the  preparation  and  presentation 
of  injunction  proceedings  to  abate  liquor  nuisances. 

Such  proceedings  on  behalf  of  the  Commonwealth  under  authority 
of  the  said  Acts  were  brought  in  eleven  counties  in  the  total  number 
of  ninety-five  cases.  Of  these,  eleven  were  directed  against  breweries, 
eighty-three  against  night  clubs,  cabarets,  saloons  and  restaurants,  and 
one  against  a drug  store.  At  this  time,  eighty  of  these  cases  have  been 
brought  to  a conclusion  and  fifteen  cases  are  pending.  Of  those 
concluded,  the  courts  have  ordered  seventy-one  places  padlocked,  seven 
restrained,  and  in  two  cases  against  breweries  both  in  Northampton 
County,  the  proceedings  were  dismissed. 

In  addition  there  were  inherited  fifty-two  uncompleted  cases  in 
Allegheny  County  against  Pittsburgh  saloons.  Of  these,  thirty-six 
-have  been  completed  and  injunctions  issued,  and  against  ten  persons, 
contempt  proceedings  have  been  brought  resulting  in  eight  of  them 
being  adjudged  to  be  in  contempt  and  the  imposition  of  fines  varying 
from  Two  Hundred  Dollars  to  Eight  Hundred  Dollars  against  six  of 
them. 

The  conduct  of  these  proceedings  have  been  in  charge  of  Robert 
M.  Ewing  and  Wilhelm  F.  Knauer,  Esqs.,  Special  Deputy  Attorneys 
General,  with  Mr.  Knauer,  in  special  charge  of  activities  in  the  Eastern 
part  of  Pennsylvania  and  Mr.  EAving,  in  the  Western  part. 
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BREWERY  PROSECUTIONS 


BREWERIES  OPERATING  IN  VIOLATION  OF  PERMIT 

The  Foch  Cereal  Company 

This  company  located  in  Philadelphia  operated  a brewery  under 
State  Permit  and  was  seized  by  Federal  Prohibition  agents  for  making 
and  transporting  beer  containing  more  than  four  percent  of  alcohol  by 
volume.  The  State  permit  was  revoked  and  judgment  entered  on  the 
Ten  Thousand  Dollar  bond.  Criminal  proceedings  were  brought 
against  William  Fisher,  the  President  of  the  Company,  and  the  matter 
referred  to  the  District  Attorney  for  Philadelphia  County.  He  was 
subsequently  convicted  and  sentenced  to  two  years  imprisonment  which 
conviction  on  appeal  was  affirmed  by  the  Superior  Court. 

Padlock  proceedings  were  brought  before  President  Judge  Harry 
S.  MeDevitt  in  Court  of  Common  Pleas  No.  1,  of  Philadelphia  County 
and  after  hearing,  the  Court  granted  an  order  to  padlock  the  entire 
premises  and  destroy  the  beer  stored  theron.  The  order  was  executed 
by  the  State  Police  and  five  thousand  barrels  of  beer  destroyed. 

Deppen  Manufacturing  Company 

The  injunction  proceedings  brought  by  the  Attorney  General  in 
the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  of  Berks  County  to  padlock  the  Deppen 
Manufacturing  Company,  operating  a brewery  in  Reading,  were  op- 
posed on  the  grounds  that  the  United  States  District  Court  had  made 
an  order  on  a previous  violation  on  which  proceedings  were  long 
pending  to  padlock  the  brewery  premises  for  five  months.  This  order 
was  made  by  agreement  of  Counsel  the  day  previous  to  the  hearing  in 
the  State  proceedings.  Counsel  contended  that  the  order  of  the  United 
States  District  Court  relieved  the  State  Court  of  jurisdiction.  Upon 
appeal  the  Court  held  that  the  State  Court  had  jurisdiction  and  ordered 
the  brewery  padlocked  for  one  year  notwithstanding  the  order  of  the 
United  States  District  Court  padlocking  the  premises  for  five  months. 

Delaware  Beverage  Company 

Promptness  marked  the  prosecution  of  the  Delaware  Beverage 
Company  operating  a brewery  at  Easton.  This  brewery  was  seized  by 
the  Pennsylvania  State  Police  during  the  night  of  October  9,  1928,  in 
the  act  of  shipping  illegal  beer.  Injunction  proceedings  were  instituted 
by  the  Attorney  General  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas  of  Northampton 
County  on  October  10,  1928,  and  October  25,  1928,  an  order  was  ob- 
tained padlocking  the  entire  premises  for  one  year  and  ordering  the 
destruction  of  the  beer  on  the  premises.  On  October  25,  1928,  the 
brewery  was  padlocked  and  four  thousand  barrels  of  beer  destroyed 
by  the  State  Police  and  representatives  of  the  Pennsylvania  Alcohol 
Pennit  Board. 


18 


BREWERIES  OPERATING  WITHOUT  PERMIT 

Reading  and  Fisher  Breweries 

Following  the  decision  of  the  Supreme  Court  in  the  case  of 
Premier  Cereal  and  Beverage  Company,  (292  Pa.  127)  proceedings 
were  instituted  to  padlock  breweries  operating  without  State  permit. 
The  first  proceedings  of  this  kind  were  brought  against  two  breweries 
located  in  Reading  the  one  known  as  the  Reading  Brewery  and  the 
other  as  the  Fisher  Brewery,  both  operated  by  Max  llassel  and  others. 

' These  proceedings  were  instituted  by  the  Attorney  General  under 
tire  authority  of  the  Act  of  March  27,  1923,  P.  L.  34,  and  its  Supplement 
the  Act  of  February  19,  1926,  P.  L.  16.  Both  breweries  persisted  in 
operating  without  State  permit.  They  were  entered  on  February  16, 
1928,  under  authority  of  search  warrants  by  the  Pennsylvania  State 
Police  with  representatives  of  the  Alcohol  Permit  Board.  Both  brew- 
eries were  in  full  operation  with  the  vats  filled  to  capacity  with  beer 
containing  more  than  one-half  of  one  percent  of  alcohol  by  volume. 
Under  the  authority  of  the  Alcohol  Permit  Act  providing  that  no  prop- 
erty rights  existed  in  alcoholic  liquid  manufactured  without  permit,  the 
State  Police  opened  the  vats  and  permitted  the  beer  to  run,  destroying 
in  the  Reading  Brewery  four  thousand  five  hundred  barrels  of  beer  and 
in  the  Fisher  Brewery  two  thousand  five  hundred  barrels  of  beer. 

Notwithstanding,  both  breweries  continued  operation  andonFebru- 
ary  21,  1928,  representatives  of  the  Alcohol  Permit  Board  again  entered 
both  breweries  and  destroyed  newly  made  beer  in  the  total  amount  of 
five  thousand  barrels.  Four  days  later  proceedings  were  brought  be- 
fore President  Judge  Paul  N.  Shaeffer  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas 
of  Berks  County  to  padlock  both  breweries  and  destroy  the  brewery 
machinery  and  equipment.  Before  the  hearings  in  these  cases  an  in- 
junction was  served  upon  the  State  Police  and  the  representatives  of 
the  Alcohol  Permit  Board  to  restrain  them  from  entering  the  Reading 
Brewery.  After  hearing  upon  this  application  the  injunction  was 
dissolved  by  the  Court  and  the  plaintiff  in  the  said  proceeding  made  a 
party  defendant  in  the  proceedings  brought  by  the  Commonwealth. 
An  order  was  then  made  by  the  United  States  District  Court  for  the 
Eastern  District  of  Pennsylvania  to  padlock  both  breweries  in  proceed- 
ings that  had  been  pending  since  1926.  Notwithstanding  these  orders, 
the  cases  were  pressed  in  the  State  Court  and  after  hearing,  an  order 
was  made  on  September  19,  1928,  by  the  Court  padlocking  both  prem- 
ises and  ordering  the  equipment  used  in  the  manufacture  of  intoxicating 
liquor,  to  wit,  fermenting  kettles  and  cooperage,  to  be  destroyed  and  the 
racking  machines  dismantled.  Certified  copies  of  these  decrees  were 
presented  to  the  United  States  District  Attorney  for  the  Eastern  District 
of  Pennsylvania  and  upon  petition,  the  United  States  District  Court, 
on  September  21,  1928,  ordered  the  United  States  Marshal,  who  had 
both  breweries  under  lock  in  conformity  with  the  previous  Federal 
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order,  to  permit  the  Sheriff  of  Berks  County  to  enter  and  carry  out 
the  order  of  the  State  Court  for  the  destruction  of  the  equipment 
therein  stated.  Machinery  and  equipment  of  the  estimated  value  of 
$200,000  was  destroyed  by  the  Sheriff  under  direction  of  representatives 
of  the  Pennsylvania  Alcohol  Permit  Board,  and  the  metals  sold  for  the 
benefit  of  the  county.  The  defendants,  in  addition,  paid  the  costs 
incurred  in  carrying  the  order  into  effect.  This  is  the  first  order  for 
the  destruction  of  the  machinery  and  equipment  of  a brewery  in  this 
Commonwealth  and  fixes  the  penalty  for  operation  without  State 
permit. 

Mountainside  Manufacturing  Company 

In  Clinton  County  padlock  proceedings  have  been  instituted  against 
the  Mountainside  Manufacturing  Company,  Lockport,  alleged  to  have 
been  operating  as  a brewery  without  a State  or  Federal  permit.  Large 
quantities  of  high-test  beer  were  confiscated  and  destroyed  upon  the 
premises.  A final  hearing  has  been  held  upon  the  application  for  an 
injunction  but  final  adjudication  has  not  as  yet  been  made. 

National  Brewing  Company 

In  Dauphin  County  padlock  proceedings  were  instituted  against 
the  National  Brewing  Company,  located  at  Steelton.  This  brewery  was 
in  operation  without  a State  permit  when  seized  by  the  State  Police 
and  representatives  of  the  Alcohol  Permit  Board.  The  beer,  consisting 
of  approximately  five  hundred  fifty  barrels,  was  destroyed  at  once. 
After  hearing,  the  Court  ordered  the  premises  padlocked  for  one  year. 

SUMMARY  OF  BREWERY  "PROSECUTIONS 

Berks  County 

Deppen  Manufacturing  Co.,  Reading — Padlocked 

Fisher  Brewery,  Reading — (Non-permit) 

Reading  Brewery,  Reading — (Non-permit) 

Clinton  County 

Mountainside  Manufacturing  Co.,  Lockport  (Non-permit)  Pending 
Dauphin  County 

National  Brewing  Co.,  Steelton  (Non-permit)  Padlocked 

Northampton  County 

Delaware  Products  Co.,  Easton — “ 

Bushkill  Products  Co.,  Easton — Proceedings  Dismissed 

Bethlehem  Beverage  & Cold  Storage  Co., 

Bethlehem— 

Philadelphia  County 

Foch  Cereal  Co.,  Philadelphia — Padlocked 

Schuylkill  County 

Rettig  Beverage  Co.,  Pottsville — Pending 

Washington  County 

Monongahela  Beverage  Co.,  Monongahela — 
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PROSECUTIONS  OF  CAFES,  NIGHT  CLUBS,  RESTAURANTS 

AND  SALOONS 


ALLEGHENY  COUNTY 

In  1924  fifty-two  equity  cases  were  instituted  against  saloons 
in  the  City  of  Pittsburgh  in  all  of  which  preliminary  injunctions  were 
issued  in  November,  1924.  In  all  these  cases  answers  were  filed  rais- 
ing questions  as  to  the  constitutionality  of  the  Act  of  March  27,  1923, 
P.  L.  34.  In  one  case,  that  of  Commonwealth  vs.  Dietz,  (285  Pa.  511) 
final  decree  closing  the  premises  for  one  year  was  entered  for  the 
purpose  of  appeal  to  the  Supreme  Court  to  determine  the  constitu- 
tionality of  the  said  Act.  On  appeal  the  constitutionality  of  the  Act 
was  sustained. 

No  further  action  had  been  taken  on  the  remaining  fifty-one  cases 
and  about  April,  1927,  two  wrnre  dismissed  for  lack  of  prosecution 
and  like  action  was  about  to  be  taken  in  other  cases.  Robert  M. 
Ewing,  Special  Deputy  Attorney  General,  was  then  instructed  to 
bring  these  cases  to  a final  conclusion. 

Premises  Ordered  Padlocked 

Of  the  remaining  cases  there  have  been  prosecuted  to  final  decree 
closing  the  premises  for  a period  of  one  year  the  following  saloons, 
all  situated  in  Pittsburgh  as  follows : 

6289  Frankstown  Avenue, 

James  E.  Gavin,  et  al. 

6299  Frankstown  Avenue, 

Peter  Brown,  et  al. 

6030  Butler  Street, 

August  Letzelter. 

144  Sixth  Street, 

Christ  Dimling,  et  al. 

689  Preble  Avenue, 

A.  J.  Berkovitz,  et  al. 

122  Collins  Avenue, 

Samuel  Tucker,  et  al. 

4760  Liberty  Avenue, 

Martin  Markowsky. 

129  Sixth  Street, 

William  Pickles,  et  al. 

70  Fullerton  Street, 

Michael  Farrell,  et  al. 

1100  Carson  Street, 

Constance  Ivulpa,  et  al. 

209-11  East  Ohio  Street, 

Paul  Soldan,  et  al. 

632  East  Ohio  Street, 

Charles  W.  Niederest,  et  al. 

142  Sixth  Street, 

Wolfang  Zuber,  et  al. 
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4028  Butler  Street, 

Charles  Meisf. 

4061  Penn  Avenue, 

H.  Szickowitz. 

6486  Frankstown  Avenue, 

Max  Brodie. 

15  South  Diamond  Street, 

Fred  J.  Good,  et  al. 

5625  Penn  Avenue, 

Frank  Falbo,  et  at. 

5106  Penn  Avenue, 

Daniel  P.  Kane. 

4722  Liberty  Avenue, 

Chas.  Broniman,  et  al. 

6324  Station  Street, 

Louis  Heidencamp,  et  al. 

601  Carson  Street, 

Michael  Septak,  et  al. 

3237  Penn  Avenue, 

Wm.  G.  Rosenmaier,  et  al. 

4901  Penn  Avenue, 

Ernest  Peterson,  et  al. 

7101  Frankstown  Avenue, 

James  O’Connor. 

135  Diamond  Street, 

Anna  E.  Young,  et  al. 

648  Larimer  Avenue, 

Carmine  Acetta,  et  al. 

310  Federal  Street, 

Louis  Kutras,  et  al. 

115  AV.  General  Robinson  Street, 
Robert  II.  Lampus,  et  al. 

200  Mt.  Oliver  Street, 

Geo.  J.  Fisher,  et  al. 

668  Preble  Avenue, 

Richard  Haighton,  et  al. 

209-211  East  Ohio  Street, 

John  McLuckie,  et  al. 

2023  Charles  Street, 

Michael  J.  Griffin. 


Etna  Borough 

Additional  injunction  proceedings  were  instituted  in  Allegheny 
County  by  the  Attorney  General  in  which  the  District  Attorney 
joined,  against  five  saloons  located  in  the  Borough  of  Etna,  result- 
ing in  orders  padlocking  the  premises  for  one  year  as  follows : 

27  Butler  Street, 

Michael  Berkovitz,  et  al. 

17  Freeport  Street, 

Steve  Sebaski,  et  al. 
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34  Freeport  Street, 

Charles  Tomacliek,  et  al. 

206  Butler  Street, 

Joseph  St  or  a,  et  al. 

34  Bridge  Street, 

J ohn  Mileie,  et  al. 

Contempt  Proceedings 

In  Pittsburgh  contempt  proceedings  for  violations  of  the  Decrees 
of  the  Court  were  brought  with  the  following  results: 

Arthur  Dietz  and  Jacob  H.  Dietz, 

303  Federal  Street, 

Defendants  adjudged  guilty  and  Arthur  M.  Dietz  fined 
$800.00;  Jacob  H.  Dietz  died  between  date  of  hearing 
and  final  disposition  of  the  same. 

Walter  Markowski,  otherwise  known  as  Martin  Markowski, 
and  Stanley  Schultyck, 

4760  Liberty  Avenue, 

Defendants  adjudged  guilty  but  no  fine  imposed  by 
the  Court  for  the  reason  that  both  defendants  had 
been  fined  and  had  served  three  months  imprisonment 
by  sentence  of  the  Federal  Court  for  the  same  violation. 

A.  J.  Berkovitz, 

689  Preble  Avenue, 

Defendant  adjudged  guilty  and  a fine  of  $200.00 
imposed. 

Charles  W.  Neiderest  and  Marcella  Neiderest, 

632  East  Ohio  Street, 

Defendant  Charles  W.  Neiderest  was  fined  $800.00  and 
Defendant  Marcella  Neiderest  was  fined  $200.00. 

Eugene  Koalman, 

4901  Penn  Avenue, 

Defendant  adjudged  guilty  and  fined  $200.00. 

ARMSTRONG  COUNTY 

The  assistance  of  the  Attorney  General  was  requested  by  the 
District  Attorney  of  Armstrong  County  in  the  trial  of  Bills  in  Equity 
for  padlock  injunctions  in  Ford  City.  This  request  was  granted 
resulting  in  padlocking  of  the  following  places : 

Russel  Crawford,  et  al. 

(Club  Room) 

Frank  Nicoda,  et  al. 

(Anderson  Hotel) 

LACKAWANNA  COUNTY 

Upon  the  urgent  appeal  of  local  authorities,  injunction  proceedings 
were  instituted  on  November  16,  1927,  against  five  establishments  lo- 
cated in  Old  Forge,  in  cooperation  with  Harold  A.  Scragg,  District 
Attorney  of  Lackawanna  County,  and  brought  before  Judge  New- 
comb and  Judge  Maxey  in  the  Court  of  Common  Pleas.  These  pro- 
ceedings followed  bombing  outrages  at  that  place.  The  evidence  in 
these  cases  was  obtained  by  State  Police  and  Federal  Prohibition  agents 
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under  Colonel  S.  0.  Wynne,  Federal  Prohibition  Administrator  for 
the  Fifth  District.  After  preliminary  and  final  hearings  the  Court 
ordered  four  of  these  premises  padlocked,  the  fifth  building  being  en- 
tirely destroyed  by  fire  before  the  proceedings  had  been  completed. 

PHILADELPHIA 

On  March  27,  1928,  Colonel  S.  0.  Wynne,  Federal  Prohibition 
Administrator  for  the  Fifth  District  located  in  Philadelphia,  appealed 
to  the  Attorney  General  of  Pennsylvania  for  aid  in  the  enforcement 
of  the  Prohibition  laws.  Intoxicating  liquor  was  being  sold  openly 
throughout  the  City  of  Philadelphia  with  bootleggers  and  certain 
members  of  the  City  Police  force  working  together  as  shown  later  by  the 
August  Grand  Jury  investigation.  No  padlock  proceedings  had  been 
brought  to  a conclusion  either  in  the  Federal  or  State  courts  by  local 
authorities  during  the  previous  year.  Colonel  Wynne’s  appeal  for 
State  aid  was  immediately  answered  with  the  assignment  of  Wilhelm 
F.  Knauer,  Special  Deputy  Attorney  General,  to  bring  proceedings 
against  places  in  which  intoxicating  liquor  was  being  sold.  October 
23,  1928,  sixty-five  cases  were  instituted  by  the  Attorney  General. 

These  proceedings  were  directed  against  the  * most  conspicuous 
violators.  Of  these,  fifty-nine  cases  have  been  brought  to  a conclusion, 
of  which  fifty -two  were  ordered  padlocked  and  six  restrained  and  char- 
acter of  business  changed.  In  six  cases  the  parties  were  out  of  the  juris- 
diction and  service  of  the  process  could  not  be  made.  Fifty-one  cases 
were  disposed  of  by  Honorable  Harry  S.  McDevit.t,  President  Judge, 
Court  of  Common  Pleas  No.  1,  and  seven  cases  by  Honorable  Horace 
Stern,  and  four  by  Honorable  James  G.  Gordon,  Jr.,  Judges  of  Court 
of  Common  Pleas  No.  2. 

Included  in  the  places  padlocked  are  well  known  night  clubs  and 
cabarets.  Of  these  the  Venetian  Cafe,  located  at  the  southwest  corner 
of  Twelfth  and  Filbert  Streets,  is  best  known.  This  establishment 
had  conspicuously  violated  the  law  ever  since  prohibition  becaine  ef- 
fective and  all  previous  efforts  to  close  it  had  failed.  The  entire  four- 
story  building  is  now  padlocked. 

Another  well  known  place  closed  is  the  bar  at  Zeisse’s  Cafe,  820 
Walnut  Street,  owned  and  operated  by  Samuel  Griffin  a former  police- 
man. 

The  Court  also  padlocked  the  Club  Alabam,  located  at  the  south- 
east corner  of  Broad  and  Bainbridge  Streets,  the  Club  Lido  at  the 
southeast  corner  of  Broad  and  Hodman  Streets,  and  the  Juniper  Cafe 
at  114  North  Juniper  Street. 

Proceedings  were  also  directed  against  well  known  centrally  loca- 
ted restaurants  resulting  in  padlock  orders  closing  McGee’s  at  21  South 
Sixteenth  Street,  the  Kent  House  at  Hicks  and  Ranstead  Streets,  Dun- 
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leavy’s  at  619  and  621  Ranstead  Street,  the  Pure  Pood  Nest  at  307  South 
Broad  Street,  and  the  Fox  Grill  at  9 South  Sixteenth  Street.  The  own- 
ers of  the  latter  place  had  evicted  the  tenant,  changed  the  character  of 
the  place  and  leased  the  property  for  legitimate  business  before  the  ac- 
tion' was  started.  Upon  hearing,  the  Court  ordered  the  premises  pad- 
locked unless  a bond  was  filed.  The  owners  complied  by  filing  the  bond. 

Four  actions  were  directed  against  plants  where  denatured  alcohol 
was  being  redistilled  for  beverage  purposes.  These  actions  were  brought 
under  the  Alcohol  Permit  Act  (February  19,  1926,  P.  L.  16).  The 
Court  made  orders  in  each  case  to  abate  the  nuisance. 

The  remaining  cases  were  brought  against  the  more  prominent 
saloons  scattered  throughout  the  City.  These  proceedings  all  resulted 
in  orders  padlocking  the  building  and  placing  thereon  a conspicuous 
notice  of  the  Order  of  Court,  with  the  exception  of  six  places  where  the 
Court  took  into  consideration  the  efforts  of  the  owners  of  the  property 
to  eliminate  the  existing  nuisance  and  change  the  physical  charcter- 
istics  of  the  building.  In  these  cases  restraining  orders  against  future 
sales  of  intoxicating  liquor  were  made. 

The  first  proceeding  brought  against  a drug  store  under  the  Snyder 
Act  (March  27,  1923,  P.  L.  34)  was  directed  against  the  Stenton  Phar- 
macy located  at  the  southeast  corner  of  Broad  and  Spruce  Streets, 
where  whiskey  and  gin  were  boldly  sold  without  prescription.  It  was 
the  source  of  much  of  the  intoxicating  liquor  for  nearby  night  club 
parties.  It  had  been  raided  five  times  in  as  many  weeks  by  the  City 
Police  without  result.  The  Federal  agents,  however,  during  this  time 
had  been  making  regular  purchases  of  gin  and  whiskey  in  quantities  and 
finally,  upon  raiding  the  premises,  found  a supply  of  non-permit  whiskey 
and  gin.  Proceedings  were  immediately  brought  in  the  Court  of  Com- 
mon Pleas  No.  2 before  Judge  James  G.  Gordon,  Jr.,  to  padlock  the 
premises.  After  hearing,  the  Court  on  November  15,  1928,  handed 
down  an  opinion  ordering  the  premises  padlocked  for  one  year.  An  ap- 
peal was  taken  to  the  Supreme  Court  of  Pennsylvania  and  on  March  18, 
1929,  an  opinion  was  handed  down  affirming  the  lower  Court,  and  the 
place  was  thereupon  padlocked. 

Contempt  proceedings  were  brought  upon  evidence  submitted  by 
Lemuel  B.  Schofield,  Director  of  Public  Safety,  against  Patrick  Mc- 
Menamin  who  conducted  a restaurant  with  bar.  The  Court  found  that 
he  had  violated  the  provisions  of  the  decree  previously  entered  and 
fined  him  One  Thousand  Dollars. 

These  proceedings  were  based  upon  reports  of  violations  made  by 
Federal  agents.  In  every  case  the  evidence  submitted  by  them  was 
sufficient  for  the  Court  to  determine  the  place  a nuisance  and  ordered 
its  abatement.  At  the  hearing  the  evidence  of  the  Federal  agents 
was  supplemented  by  the  testimony  of  the  City  Police  who  cooperated 
to  the  fullest  extent  after  the  cases  were  instituted. 
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Premises  Ordered  Padlocked 


1.  Club  Alabam,  S.  E.  Corner  Broad  & Bainbridge  Sts.  (Cabaret) 
Martin  Dubin  and  Union  Bank  & Trust  Company. 

2.  McGee’s,  21  S.  16tli  St.  (Cafe,  bar  and  restaurant) 

John  McGee,  Edward  McGee,  Benjamin  R.  Hoffman. 

3.  Patrick  McMenamin,  4200  Lancaster  Ave.  (Cafe,  bar  and  res- 

taurant) 

Reopened  upon  filing  of  bond.  Fined  $1,000  for  contempt. 

4.  Steve  Voldish  and  John  F.  Betz  Estate,  S.  E.  Corner  16th  and 

Wood  Sts.  (saloon) 

5.  John  Smith,  Henry  Muller  and  Lena  B.  Muller,  S.  E.  Corner 

Eighth  and  Spring  Garden  Sts.  (saloon) 

6.  Zeisse’s  Hotel,  820-22  Walnut  St.  (hotel,  bar  and  cafe) 

A1  Hall,  Samuel  Griffin  and  Alice  Griffin,  his  wife. 

7.  Cafe  LaMarne,  1213  Cherry  St.  (cafe  and  bar) 

John  Conner,  John  Meyer  and  Abraham  Leiboritz. 

8.  James  Rotzer,  Mike  Goldberg,  et  al,  3430-32  Lancaster  Ave. 

(illegal  distillery) 

Reopened  upon  filing  of  bond. 

9.  Morris  Spatz,  Girolamo,  Lomabardo  and  Precita,  his  wife,  915 

S.  Twelfth  St.  (illegal  distillery) 

Reopened  upon  filing  of  bond. 

10.  Michael  Devaney  and  Joseph  J.  Mulrenan,  S.  W.  Corner  9th 

and  Cherry  Sts.  (restaurant  and  bar) 

11.  Michael  Grimes  and  William  Stern,  922  Arch  Street,  (saloon) 

12.  W.  F.  Schaeffer  and  Harry  Craig,  S.  W.  Corner  16th  and  Fair- 

mount  Ave.  (saloon) 

Reopened  upon  filing  of  bond. 

13.  James  Hogan,  Thomas  J.  Minnick  and  Julia  A Minnick,  1700 

Fairmount  Ave.  (saloon) 

14.  John  O’Donnel,  5337  Chestnut  St.  (cafe  and  bar) 

15.  John  Hogan  and  Mary  E.  Heffernan,  S.  AY.  Corner  13th  and 

Ellsworth  St.  (cafe  and  bar) 

16.  Kent  House,  1511  Ranstead  St.  (restaurant,  cafe  and  bar) 

Charles  Pappas,  Cecil  Raymond  and  Albert  M.  Greenfield. 

17.  John  Bosczo  and  Edwin  A.  Douglas,  444-446  York  Ave.  (illegal 

distillery  for  redistilling  denatured  alcohol) 

Reopened  upon  filing  of  bond. 

18.  George  Rockland  and  Edelburn  Corporation,  S.  E.  Corner 

22nd  and  Rockland  Sts.  (store) 

This  property  has  been  razed. 

19.  Louis  Cohen  and  John  L.  Carre  Estate,  1516  N.  24th  St.  (store) 

20.  Owen  McGrath  and  Marie  C.  McGrath,  N.  W.  Corner  23rd  and 

Spring  Garden  Sts.  (saloon) 

21.  Dunleavy’s,  619-21  Ranstead  St.  (restaurant  cafe  and  bar) 
AVilliam  Dunleavy  and  John  McGee. 

22.  AVilliam  M.  Bestman  and  Andrew  G.  Brown,  1618  Columbia 

Ave.  (restaurant,  cabaret  and  bar) 

23.  Hugh  McGus  and  Elwell  AVhalen,  S.  E.  Corner  17  and  Mc- 

Kean Sts.  (saloon) 
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24.  George  Meynen,  Harry  Schwartz  and  Abraham  Himles,  917 

West  Girard  Ave.  (saloon) 

This  was  reopened  upon  filing  of  bond. 

25.  James  Gordon  and  Joseph  Weiner,  736  S.  15th  St.  (saloon) 

26.  Harry  Mulholland  and  Thomas  J.  Shearn,  1000  Diamond  St. 

(restaurant,  cabaret  and  bar) 

27.  Patrick  Kelly  and  John  Nugent,  6641-43  Woodland  Ave. 

(saloon) 

28.  Jacob  Britsch  and  Charles,  A.  Britscli,  3315  Emerald  St. 

(saloon) 

29.  M.  J.  Reilly  and  John  McGarrity,  5400  Spruce  St.  (saloon) 

30.  Frank  Giampetro  and  Margaret  Giampetro,  1100  S.  7th  St. 

(saloon) 

31.  P.  J.  McIntyre  and  Christian  Binder,  3229  N.  21st  St.  (saloon) 
Reopened  on  filing  of  bond. 

32.  Frank  Brady  and  Commonwealth  Title  and  Trust  Co.  Trustee 

of  the  Estate  of  Adolph  Hanseens,  Dec’d.,  S.  W.  Corner 
Germantown  and  Girard  Avenue,  (saloon) 

33.  Charles  Phillips,  Bert  Schaefer,  William  Linker  and  Benjamin 

Linker,  452  N.  5th  St.  (saloon) 

34.  Charles  Carr,  Patrick  Carr  and  Dominie  Lynch,  9 So.  16th  St. 

(restaurant,  cafe  and  bar) 

Reopened  upon  filing  of  bond. 

35.  Irvin  Greenberg  and  Samuel  Lieberman,  N.  W.  Corner  9th  and 

Vine  Sts.  (saloon) 

This  property  has  been  razed. 

36.  Pasquale  Crisucolo  and  Continental  Equitable  Title  & Trust 

Co.  Venetian  Cafe,  S.  W.  Corner  12th  and  Filbert  Sts. 
(restaurant,  cafe  and  bar) 

37.  John  Kennedy  and  Samuel  Clokey,  3400  Market  St.  (saloon) 

38.  Pure  Food  Nest,  (restaurant,  cabaret  and  bar) 

Frank  Block,  Jack  Block  Samuel  Ripkin  and  Sarah  Mayer. 

39.  Daniel  Horgan  and  Thomas  Griffin,  3801  Lancaster  Avenue. 

(saloon) 

40.  Leon  Spielman  and  Louis  May,  trading  as  Stenton  Pharmacy 

and  Sarah  Mayer,  S.  E.  Corner  Broad  and  Spruce  Streets, 
(drug  store) 

41.  Office  Cafe,  4042  Lancaster  Avenue,  (restaurant,  cafe  and  cab- 

aret) 

Jacob  Goldberg  and  Thomas  McHugh. 

42.  Roman  Club,  1028-30  Sansom  St.  (club  room  and  bar) 

John  A.  Martin. 

43.  William  Knott  and  Crosdale  Knott,  N.  E.  Corner  Aslimead  and 

Wakefield  Sts.,  Germantown,  (saloon  and  cabaret) 

44.  Phillip  Deppenschmidt  and  Jack  Levine,  S.  E.  Corner  5th  and 

Reno  Sts.  (saloon  and  cabaret) 

45.  Juniper  Cafe,  114  N.  Juniper  St.  (saloon  and  cabaret) 

Edgar  A.  Hurff,  James  Irish  and  Harold  Steinberg. 

46.  Chib  Lido,  S.  E.  Corner  Broad  and  Rodman  Sts.  (cabaret) 
David  Neirenberg  and  Arthur  Nolan. 
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47.  Hugli  0 ’Donnel,  Joseph  R.  Ryan  and  James  J.  McAnally,  S.  E. 

Corner  38th  and  Haverford  Ave.  (saloon) 

48.  Samuel  Blumberg  and  William  Menahan,  711  Race  St.  (saloon) 

49.  John  O’Leary  and  Herman  Kahn,  722  Callowhill  St.  (saloon) 

50.  John  McMahan  and  James  Harkins,  N.  W.  Corner  11th  and 

Columbia  Avenue,  (saloon) 

51.  John  Kolia  and  Julia  Ivolla,  Jefferson  St.  and  Germantown  Ave. 

(saloon) 

52.  Kelly’s  Cafe,  2500  South  Broad  St.  (restaurant,  cafe  and  bar) 
Fred  Kelly  and  Antonio  Maneire. 

Premises  Ordered  Restrained 

Orders  providing  for  alteration  of  premises  and  restraining  future 
sale  of  intoxicating  liquor  filed  in  the  following  cases : 

1.  Joseph  Shwop  and  Susie  Shwop,  S.  W.  Corner  30th  and  Girard 

Avenue,  (saloon) 

2.  Horace  Sharp  and  Jacob  Spell,  1217  Fitzwater  St.  (store) 

Now  vacant. 

3.  Reading  Cafe,  S.  W.  Corner  12th  and  Commerce  Sts.  (restaurant 

and  bar) 

John  J.  Lynch  and  Cornelius  Neron. 

4.  James  F.  O’Reilly,  Lawrence  Reilly  and  Katherine,  his  wife, 

2401  Jefferson  St.  (saloon) 

Now  restaurant. 

5.  Nick  Fafaloos,  B.  Rummelstein  and  Isadore  Taylor,  1715  South 

St.  (saloon) 

Now  a jewelry  store. 

6.  S.  Nemsia  and  Edward  Whitehill,  703  So.  12th  St.  (saloon) 

WESTMORELAND  COUNTY 

In  Westmoreland  County  there  has  been  the  utmost  co-operation 
between  the  Department  of  Justice  and  the  District  Attorney,  resulting 
in  the  instituting  of  padlock  proceedings  during  the  year  1928  in  the 
following  cases  with  the  results  as  indicated : 

South  Greensburg  Borough 
Lucy  Parrauca,  et  al., 

(Padlocked)  Lehman  Hotel 

Latrobe  Borough 

Frank  DeFlavio,  et  al., 

(Padlocked)  Commercial  Hotel 

Seward  Borough 

Andrew  R.  Urban,  et  al., 

(Padlocked)  Big  Springs  Hotel 

Monessen  Borough 

Frank  Ezerski,  et  al., 

(Padlocked)  Sheets  Hotel 

New  Kensington 

H.  K.  Powers,  et  al., 

(Pending)  Club 

New  Kensington 

Ed.  Gutknecht.,  et  al., 

(Decree  Pro  Confesso  entered) 
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Chib 


The  effectiveness  of  the  prosecutions  initiated  by  the  Board  and 
the  Attorney  General  is  directly  accountable  to  the  co-operation  of  the 
Pennsylvania  State  Police  Force  and  the  Federal  Prohibition  units. 
All  the  prosecutions  have  been  based  upon  the  evidence  obtained  by 
these  forces  which  in  some  cases  have  been  enlarged  by  investigation 
of  representatives  of  the  Alcohol  Permit  Board.  The  united  action 
of  all  these  forces  was  made  possible  by  the  co-operation  of  Major 
Lynn  G.  Adams,  Superintendent  of  the  Pennsylvania  State  Police, 
Lieutenant  Colonel  S.  0.  Wynne,  and  Lieutenant  Commander  John 
D.  Pennington,  Federal  Prohibition  Administrators.  The  plan  in 
effect  has  resulted  in  marked  advancement  along  the  lines  of  law  en- 
forcement and  gives  promise  of  greater  advancement  in  the  future. 
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ADDENDUM 


Citations  of  decisions  interpreting  the  Act  of  March  27,  1923,  P. 
L.  34,  and  its  supplement  the  Act  of  February  19,  1926,  P.  L.  16. 

Altoona  Beverage  & Ice  Co.  vs.  Penna.  Alcohol  Permit  Board, 

11  D.  & C.  60. 

Bethlehem  Beverage  and  Cold  Storage  Co.,  vs.  Penna.  Alcohol  Permit 
Board,  C.  P.  Northampton  County,  Dec.  Term,  1928  No.  11  (Un- 
reported) 

Bushkill  Products  Company  vs.  Penna.  Alcohol  Permit  Board, 

296  Pa.  149 

Commonwealth  vs.  Corporal  Realty  Co.,  Max  Hassel,  et  al. 

21  Berks  39;  11  D.  & C.  749  ' 

Commonwealth  vs.  Hyde  Park  Realty  Co.,  Max  Hassel,  et  at. 

21  Berks  34;  76  Pitts.  L.  J.  577  ' 

Commonwealth  vs.  Deppen  Manufacturing  Co.,  et  at. 

20  Berks  67 ; 75  Pitts.  L.  J.  681 

Commonwealth  vs.  Premier  Cereal  & Beverage  Co.,  et  at. 

11  D.  & C.  627 ; 77  Pitts.  L.  J.  120 

Commonwealth  vs.  Pasquale  Crisculo  trading  as  Venetian  Cafe,  (Un- 
reported) C.  P.  2,  Philadelphia  County,  March  Term,  1928,  No. 
9530 

Commonwealth  vs.  Stenton  Pharmacy 

11  D.  & C.  359 ; 76  Pitts.  L.  J.  922 ; 296  Pa.  106 

Deppen  Manufacturing  Co.  vs.  Penna.  Alcohol  Permit  Board, 

20  Berks  143 ; 11  D.  & C.  305 ; 76  Pitts.  L.  J.  107 

E.  & S.  Motor  Transportation  Co.  vs.  Penna.  Alcohol  Permit  Board 
11  D.  & C.  345;  295  Pa.  394 

Foch  Cereal  Co.  vs.  Penna.  Alcohol  Permit  Board 

C.  P.  5,  Philadelphia  County,  June  Term  1927,  No. 19229  (unre- 
ported) 

Fresno  Grape  Products  Co.  vs.  Penna.  Alcohol  Permit  Board 

C.  P.  4,  Philadelphia  County,  March  Term,  1928  No.  4195  (unre- 
ported) 

Home  Beverage  Company  vs.  Penna.  Alcohol  Permit  Board 
77  Pitts.  L.  J.  160 ' 

Mountain  City  Ice&Beverage  Co.  us.  Penna.  Alcohol  Permit  Board,  et  al. 
C.  P.  Schuylkill  Co.  1 Nov.  Term  1928,  (Unreported) 

Mount  Carbon  Mfg.  Co.  vs.  Penna.  Alcohol  Permit  Board,  et  al. 

C.  P.  Schuylkill  Co.  2 Nov.  Term  1928,  (Unreported) 

Premier  Cereal  & Beverage  Co.  vs.  Penna.  Alcohol  Permit  Board 
75  Pitts.  L.  J.  681;  9 D.  & C.  554;  292  Pa.  127 

U.  S.  vs.  Max  Hassel,  et  al. 

U.  S.  District  Court  E.  D.  of  Penna.  Sept.  Term  1927, 

No.  4241  (Unreported) 


?0 


